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PRELIMINARY REPORT 
1. The present report of examination of various coins of the 
USAOG series (1853 900 THOUS. $20, UNITED STATES ASSAY OFFICE OF 
GOLD unless otherwise noted) is being undertaken impartially as 
amieus curiae in the Garland-Ryan y. John J. Ford et al dispute. 
My position here is as technical consultant, my testiniony in writing 
or in oral form to be available at the Miami 1967 ANA Convention 
hearing, to both sides of the said dispute impartially without 
commitment beforehand to the merits of any claims made by either 
party to the dispute. Evidence to be brought out hereinafter or 
in subsequent investigations will necessarily be relevant to a 
decision of the "Gorland-Ryan Committee" and its attorneys as to 
the justice of any such claims. | 
2. Sinee Eric P. Newman Sound it appropriate xm in his infi@al 
statement ("An Inquiry finto the Authenticity of a Hoard of $20 
USA0G Pyeces", Chicago, 1966, ANA Convention) to state his qual- 
ifications as an expert, and since the present report may at some 
future time figure as evidence in @ lawsuit, it is appropriate for 
me to submit my own qualifications on the expert level, I have peen 
professionally engaged in researching coins and writine about them 
since late 1950, 
writing appeared in The Nunigmatist. Early in 1951 I gpont several 
months at the National Archives, Washington, D.C., researching the 
Concurrently and for some ti me 


or over 16% years. 


early vecords of the U,S.mints. 

afterwards I assisted the then editor of The Numismatist, | } mart 
Mosher, being in fact though not on the masthead of that pub&iecation 
I also prepared the Index to American ametion 


assistant editor. 
Catalogues during a brief position with the Museum of the American 


In Deeember 1950 my first published 
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Numismatic Society. I later entered Johns Hopkins University, grad~ 
vating Phi Beta Kappa with a B.A. degree slightly under one year 
later (25 June 1951-10 June 1952), majoring in Humanities with 
strong emphasis on elassiecal sttidies including archaeology. I was 
trained in technical numismatic matters by the late Stuart M,gher 
and the Late Wayte Raymond, who had sponsored my Archives work (in 
several installments 1951-53), the intention being to achieve pro- 
ficiency in both the historical and the technica, procedural, or 
methodological aspects ¢kxu(minting techniques old and new). Between 
1952 and 1960 I prepared over fifty auction catalogues, mail Bid 
sales and fixed-price offerings for various dealers, principally 
New Nether&ands Coin Co., attempting to apply schéntifie methods 
originally developed for classical Greek numismatics to the study 
of American and other coins of recent centuries. Byproducts of this 
effort and of my intensive study of various institutional collections 
(Johns H,pkins University, Omaha City Library, Newark Historical 
Society, Pennsylvania Historical Society, Massachusetts Historical 
Society,American Numismatic Society, Smithsonian Institution, and 
Bouis Eliasberg Foundation, among others) were over four million 
words in print between then and nows six monographs for Wayte Raymond's 
Coin Gollectors Journal, numerous articles in Ihe Numismatis 
econ@miec considerations forced me to shift to paying markets, still 
more numerous articles (some of book length serial form) in almost | 
every numismatic publication in the USA. In 1951 my ly 
ticle "How Our Coinage Became Mechanized" appeared, initiating a new 
intensive interest in wanting processes; this article has been re« 
printed in Selectiong mismatist. In 1952 an article on 
American coin hoards in the same Shiintbie won a Heath Literary 
Award, this being so far as I know the only time such an award has | 
gone either to a person of my small age or to a person in only his 
second year of writing. In 1958 I wrote an article for the Enc%elo. 
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ritannies: aM Wig and Paper Money"; it apoears in all 
under NUMISMATIC 
editions sinee 1965, /eiened W.H BR. and a biographical sketeh of 
From 1953 I was associate ar 
T have also 


this writer appears in volume ones 


been sinee the mid #fifties one of the consultant panel for the 
Yeoman Guidebook, these two being acknowledged as standard references. 


From 1947 on, and more intensively from 1951 on, I was eollaborating 
with Dr. J.Hewitt Judd on the book which later saw print as 14S. 

al, an@ Trial Pieces, Whitman Pyb. Co., now in its 
3rd edition. I was co-author with Dr. William , Sheldon on Penn} 
himsy, 1958, second printing 1965. 
WORLD and COINS MAGAZNE columns have had to do with minting techniques 
and/or counterfeit detection. The basic principhe is, of course, 

that the counterfeiter's imitations of genuine coins are detectable 
because made by techniques different from those used on the genuine. 

My serial in Whitman Numismatic Jounal, "The Proofing Process" (1965), 
is the first part of a book, working title COTNERS' CAVIAR, dealing 
with proof coinages from the 1660's to the present, and with the 
various techniques in their manufacturee-a fact relevant to the : 
present investigation. sm I have also sold the same publésher Whitman 
a book (1963-64), working title FUNNY MONEY: OR, HE MINT MAKES NO 
MISTAKES*«-A STUDY IN INFALLIBELITY, dealing with mint errors as 
evidence of failure of individual subrofitines in the three basic 
minting processes; manufacture of dies, manufacture of planchets, © 
and stamping of designs on the plancReets converting them into finished 
coirs, This book is said to be now in press. In 1963 with Don Taxay 
and others I set up the Institute of Numismatic Authenticators with 
two purposess (1) to systematigse procedures for deeiding whether 
@isputed eoins were genuine or false, (2) to train others in the 
teehniques of authentication. ‘The fina examfnation given candidates 
py the Institute is partly theoretical and mrtly | 


Many of my articles and COIN 
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grade is 100% as incompetence in authentication cannot be tolerated. 
Both Taxay and I had been independe&$ly authenticating coins for 
some years earlier, and his own activities resulted in his best- 
selling book COUNTERFEIT, MISSTRUCK AND UNGFFICTIAL U.S.COINS, Arco 
1963, to which book I had contributed considerable data, I have 
lectured to coin clubs all over the United States (save in the Pae 
eifiec Northwest, to date), many of these leetures having been sub- 
sequently printed; the lectures and the question periods afterwards 
(characteristically lénger than the lectures) often deal with eofn- 
terfeit detection. I was one of the principal eontributors to the 
Newman«Bressett volume THE FANTASTIC 1804 DOLLAR though my discovery 
€n 1951), that the Mint Cabinet/Smithsonian plain-edged 2804"dollar 
restrike was overstruck on a cut-down 1857 Berne (Switzerland) 
Sehiitzentaler was not acknowledged in the book as mine, nor was my 
discovery of the @i1e deterioration on the reverse of the original 
(1834/35) "1804", manifested on the proof restrikes of the 1901-23, 
In 1964/5 I set up, with Arthur M, Raving the curriculum in numis- 
maties of sia Roosevelt University, Chicagde Since that tine I have 
written two training courses for the Anerica, Error Association. 

I have been mm since 1961 repemtedly consulted by the Treasury 
Department as an expert on identifying allegedly eounterfeit coins 
on both coasts and in identifying stolen merchandise in New York; 
Douglas Dunean, head of the Secret Service's Bay Area (San Franciseo/ 
Oaklan@é) offices, is my reference and principal geontact, and my 
activities on behalf of the Treasury have resulted in mate@ial aid 
in uneovering several coin robbers and numerous counterfeiters and 
distributors of counterfeit, falsely altered or otherwise illegal 
coins. In summary, for nearly two decades I have bem publicly 


identifie@ with numismatic edug@ation and specifically with = 
Gissemination of information about minting teehnology and counterfeit 
deteetion . 
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3. At the 1966 ANA Convention in Chicago I was asked to par~ 
 $lelpate in the hearing of the "Garland-Ryan Committee” in adjudi- 
cation of the om2«©4s, ™ - ~~ o of the coin numbereé in the 
accompanying tabulation mae At that hearing I had no opportunity 
to ask questions or to mage a definitive judgment, but I heard Eric 
Newman's lecture and subsequently got to see a copy of 1t as well 
as copies of the photographic enlargements made im on his behalf 
in suppart of his claims that the coins are false, My opinion at 


a the time was that Eric's case was specious but his conelusions 
| i disputable on grounds of minting technique probably not availahle 
ae to hime Eric's spectalties include Colonial coinages and Colonial 


paper money; there is no evidence that he has specialized 
in mid 19th century minting technology. Expert knowledge on this 
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ig last ean be found in few places: (a) my own booklet DIES & COINAGE, 
a (b) Sir John Craig's THE MINT, Cavbridge, 1953, (¢c) Wilson Peck's | 
iD British Museum catalogue of British copper, tronge and tin eoinages, 


(4) Don Taxay's abovementioned book on counterfeiting, (e) Don Taxay's 
more reeently published U.S. MINT & COINAGE, I shall examine, in the 
light of all these, Erie's conelusions and the methods he used to 
\ arrive at them, in a later section of this report, 

| 4, The question at issue is whether or not a certain prooflike 
USA0G coin (EPN®5, above mentioned) is in fact genuine. One side in 
the abovementioned disphte claims falsity and seeks redress in the 

amount of the cost of the coin, the other side maintains genuineness 
and seeks to retain the purchase price. : 

5, Decision on the genuineness of the said EPI®5 is dependent on, 

and in turn decisive of, ym deeision on the genuineness or falsity 


of the other coins marked * in the accompanying tabulation. Evidence 
relevant to any one of them is material to conelusion about the others, 
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6. It is stipulated that the * coins sett in fact struek from 
dies, not easts. This being granted, the followire possibilities 
and no others exist: 

a) The * coins are genuine, made at USA0G in San Francisco in 
1853 or at worst a year or two later. 

bo} The * coins are later productiong of the Philadelphia Mint, 
as the original matriges weve manufactured theres 

ec) The * eotne were made sarlyt in this century, probably on 
behalf of Stephen K. Nagy, from old genuine dies recovered from 
official sources. 

d) Same as ¢) but struck from copy dies made by hubbing. (Tech- 
nieal reasons to be detailed hereinafter exelude de novo manufacture 
of copy dies in absence of original matrices or hubs.) 

e) The * coins were made in the middle or late 1990's from 
hubbed copy dies on behalf of Paul Franklins; this is the eonclusion 
reached on I telieVe insufficient grounds by Eric Newman. | 

7. All the * or HAS ("Humbert Associate Souree"t--Newnan) coins 
now known have been traced to Paul FrankAin in or after 1958 with 
the possible exception of JP*112,which may or may not be identical 
with EP*15,. This eciroumstancem is adduced by Bric as grounds for 
suspicion, The story given by Franklin and Pord is that the coins 
were recovered from a descendant of one of the partners in the 
Moffat & Co./USA0G enterprise, at various occasions. Refusal to name 
the man in question was reasonable in view of expressed feat that 
other coin dealers would search the source out and molest him with 
offers and demands until no more coins would be forthcoming. Pedi-« 
evee is therefore not usable as evidence in either direction. The 
linen handkerchief story @&x given by Frank&in is also not usable a s 
supporting evidence as the handkerchiefs could have been mar cod with . 
weights at any time. Decision as to genuineness must therefore be 
made solely on the basis of details of fabric of dies and coins. 
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8. The coins in question were somewhat confusingly numbered by 
Brie Newman in kis INQUIRY. With some difficulty I have been able 
to identify most of these coins and prepare a correlation with an 
overlapping group of coims, photographs of which have been made 
available to me by John J. Ford. The tabulation follows for iden- 
tifieationg more detailed consideration will follow later on after 


eriteria for deciaion have been set up. 


—_ “tabitdation is herewith submitted. Unless otherwise noted, 
all coins listed, whether numbered with * or otherwise, are of mmm 
reguharly adopted design of USA0G $20, 900 THOUS, 1853. 

Group gm spy §8SSxxx remarks & Note Refs. ( ) 
f-l AH100 <« 150 AUGUSTUS HUMBERT 1852/1 $20, 83% THOUS. (1) 


TIe2 10 162? Photo not seen, probably identical dies to 


EPNL. | 
Smithsonian, same type, diff, working dies(3) 
Ex Mint Col « NOe 1625. | 


All following JF numbers are prefaced with USAOG. Those marked * are 
from the “Humbert Associatem Source” carlier alluded to, or are trace-— 
able thereto by die-linkage. i | 
Iife1 110 oe 162 


Iiie2 116 tae 


ITj3 UJSAOG — 162? 
10 


Narrow 900. Ex Spink. (+) 


Narrow 900. Identical obv., diff. rev. Ex 
H.H.Clifford. (5) 


Merrow 900. Teo A. Young, designated LAY=3. 
Identical miordies +0 Tll-2. ( ° 


: wi | a | 
All foblLowing nave 800 over 83, part of xx loop of 8 within space be= 
tween knob and Loop of 9, part of top of 8 above 0, no trace of bh in 
final zero though it has been claimed to exist. 4 | 


Wel 123 12 162? PROOF. Ex Bell, Farouk, Kosoff. (7) Has 
controversial. dent on tablet below F. Has 
@ mark, almost effaced by die lapping, at 
r. foot of finad A on obv., apparently in 


IIlk+3 oa = 162 


identical position to that on the * coing. 


LAY=1. (8) “ote the die er 
bases of ES and eenters of 
lack of any trace of the ¢e 
fev. eracks at left or ri 
other regular USAOG's 1° 


acks through 
ALIF--and the 
reunmflerential 
h ess ll different 
be OM » 
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VvW-3 «= 162 LAY#2, ex Leo A. Young like the previous 
| LAY coins. (9) 


IV<4 w+ 3 162 Y¥ thin, normal F (10), no cracks visible 

[Ves o— 19 162 stroke of ¥ at re almost gone, crossbar F 
| slants down (11), No cracks. 

TVW+6 106 ~ ¥ clear. Mint #162h. The “Mint" numbers 


are from Fore pally 1912-14 eatalogues of 
the Mint Cabinet Collection, now housed 


the S@ithsonian. (12) No eracks. 


The ‘ollowing six pleees show neither the chip at T of UNITED on 
rev. nor the eireumferential cracks at left or right rev. They have 
obv. dent on I of UNITED, small diagonal mbie scratch r. corner final 
A. some trace of rust pits in field below and to left of eagle's 
ribbon; wWeww dices obviously lapped. Rev. shows the dent below F in 
tablet frame, cited by Newman as controversial evidence, Ali prooflike,. 
All ori inally from Franklin. (43) oS | | | 
Vo: %12 om 170 ex Yat Ul» Murrell, clifford Ce 
V=2 was *5 170 Paul Garland, Tommy Byan. The piece at issue. 
i #102 4 170 3=—« Ford 
v= *101l * 1d Ford 
ow | *704. a 1 Ame lLingmei er 

#113 see 170 unnamed institution ex H.H.clifford 


Viel 107 ~— Smithsonian Institution, ne 
Not from * or Ford or Frank | 
TABLET BENT BELOW F. SHOWS LONG BREAK IN 
DEYTICLES AT 3:30 ON REVERSE. OBVERSE HAS 
DEW? ON I OF UNITED AS ON ® COINS. (1) 

: SHOWS CIRCUMFERENTIAL BREAKS L. &R. REV. 
The following pieces of groups VII, VIII, I are all from apparently 
the same obverse die and certainly the same reverse die. As the obv. 
die is characterized by Newman as distinguished by the mark af ginal 
A and the dent on I of UNITED, amd we have seen that IV+1 (elearly | 
from different working dies) also shows themm former and Vi~l the 
latter, clearly other differentiae must be use@é to establish die 
identity. T adduce the rust pits in field below and left of eagle’ s 
ribbon. Group VII are traceable to Franklin. 


VIIel *111 * 170 Forman ex Bord (15) 732» 

: 170 Tobias, probably from Franklin, Obv, spirals. 
VITe3 *119 =e 170 Greenish gold, J,M.Weisman. | 
Vile *120 oo 170 J.C,Browming ex Tommy Ryans 


The following three are double struck and may conceivably represent | 
only two different coins. Dies apparently as in Grovp VIi. 


VIII-1 #122 «= 170 Minor veverse doubling. Weak strike. Not 
especialy prooflike. Late rusted obv., the — 
so-called "900/884" showing rust marks ‘n | 

| 00. Dent on I weak, dubious, Joseoh Bisen= | 
s ‘berg ex Tommy Ryan. ae | 
vitT-o%112 -~-? 170 ‘Traces of sane rust. Mark at final A slight. 
Break r. seams light.(16) Unpolished flane 
Forman stock ex Batchelder, Not traced to 
| | * | Franklin, souree unlpnowWne 7) <1" o 

VITI-+3 «=~? 15 170 Photo not availiable. Eric Newman says double. 

| struck bohm sides, Ford thinks this = 

forma $2. 6.108 yuo sent this 
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The two foljowi ng coins (one gold, one si iver) appear to : represent 
the very latest die state of obverse. Note the heey rust t pit in 
field near wing and below the part of seroll bearing Be 


TX-1 #103 «<— 170 Amelingmeier ex Franklin. 
I%<2 #100 —+—- 170 Tdentiecal in silver. Ford, 


10, Note that all the * coins, and one or two not definitely 
traceable to Franklin, have 170 reeds to edge. Eric Newman made a. 
loud noise about this fact, claiming that all genuine USA0G have 
162 edge reeds. The piece I~l has 150 reeds and there are many 
different edge collars used 6n Philadelphia Mint gold pieces of the 
period, Research is still necessary to find if all ordinary non- 
proof USAOG coins have the same 162-reed collar, 

11, Erie Newman ¢laims that the working wie reverse die used 
for the genuine USAOG twenties cvedualiatelagiah aan Vaeés through 
first A in ASSAY down to L, and from adjacent & to same L, doubly 
through that L to € in next row, the crack exterding to between 18, 
Later, other fainter eracks ghow also eireumferentially from I in 
UNITED to O below, T to F to S ete. These eracks, Eric infers, 
oecurred after the ehip at T of UNITED. Eric maintains thet the 
absence of ehip or erack on what I call gpoup V, and presence of 
both ehip and crack on what I caj1 erovps VII & VIII, while the 
dent below F oceurs on both, represent an inpossible combination 
pointing to the use of copy dies. What is instead the ease is that 
the cracks oceurred in the original matrices from whieh working hubs 


were made, from which working dies were made, This will be proved 
later, The mentioned argument by Eri¢ therefore fails to prove 

falsity, though its disappearance does ot aut@matically establish 
cenuineness, Note that the dent below F occurs on IV~1 and le and 
the pleee IV-2 lacks the named efroumferential eracks ‘but hi is others 
Presenée of the identical dent on q relief detail on two pieces from 
different working dies (genuineness beyond doubt) | points to tis 


Ma. 10 
origins in an Zinjupy to the working hub from which working dies had 
been made, (If the same dent had occurred on pieces from demonstrably 


- ai¢verent working hubs that would pointm to its origin ina inj wy 
to the original relief model from which original matrices had been 
sunk, or to some other intermediate stage in relief.) Intermediate 
stages of this kind are known for all British ecoinages of the mid 
19th century and were feasible for American eoins put not actually 
so used. The necessity of shipping dies overland to USAGG at extreme 
hazard and delay (from robbers, hostile Indians, etce), or via Cape 


Horn at still greater hazard and delay, points to shipmens instead 
by the Philadedphia Mint of intermediate stages. either working hubs 
a prectice never followed with regular branch mints. 
or matrices,/ Of this more later. Tye presence of different cracks 

(mutualiy exelusive with the cireumferential eracks) on seemingly 
identical working dies, as on IVe2, points to the cireunferertial 
eracks oceurring on the original matrices (they do not differs éven 
mieroscopically on non-* coins showing them) and other cracks occurring | 


| 


on working dies. The reason is that raised cracks oh a coin point to 
eracks in en ineuse stage, i.e. either a matrix or a working die, and 
gtim cracks in working dies are not identical from one to another. 
Cracks in a hub would show as ineuse lines on the hub, ax raised lines 
on the working didi made from that hub, and again ineuse lines on the 
coins Made from all sus working dics, ) | 

12, Note references to the catalogue of Groups I throuch IS follow. 
(1) AUGUSTUS HUMBERT 1892/1 $20. Obve Different hub from any to follow. 
Note differently shaped scroll, small brancke with 2 berries, wide high 


88%, no period after & and colons rather than periods after DOLS 8 
and. THOUS : : 


this OUte 
njury, proba a 
from waich these hubs were raised. 


sfepeche | numerous working 
dies were required, and their absence of pre bong al. variation in letter 
placement points to complete hubbings var 


ation in punches points to 


iL 


either hand-finishing on individual working dies (common at Philae, 
dubious at USAOG) or to punch breakage at use on new matriees with — 
hand repair on the same cecasion. ~ | 


3 fhe nevrow 900 is a rare type, all seen being from the same 
(?) obverse Gie. Last 2 A's have defective crossbars; BE in AMBRICA 
perfect, which suggests hand repair to a working dies. Ghovid any 
narrow 900 coins com from different working obverses as evidenced by 
details of hand finishing or die cracks, the conclusion would be 
@lcar that the narrow 900 dies were from a different hub. Note that 
there is no trace of wide 900 on these, whereas the wide 900 coins | 
(900 over 880) are identical in placement of numerals on all examples-= 


the 900 was part of the hub, not added to individual working dies. 


(3) Mint #1625. Rev. Recutting shows at bases of UN. FAINT TRACE OF 
SCONTREVERS TAL" MARK OY TABLET BELOW F. This mark shows also on 
TV<1 and Viel and there is no dispute about genuineness of any of 
these. The mark was therefore on the hub or on some earlier relief 
stage, Its weakness on the VI-1 and the present coin points to 
repair to a working dic, 


(5) Rev. Grack from period after 3 te frame, Reevtting or extra | 
outlines show at base of U, above SAY (very faint, possibly a crack), 
and at curve of D, lower left of 5 and above tov of 36 The ings working 
dies of all these coins appear to have come from oge and the same 
matrix via various working hubs (showing different stages of the 

matrix eireumferential eracks)s letter positions do wt vary appreciably 
as they wovld were the dies all hand-tmthwunwiv punched. 


(6) Tye only microscopte doubt of a4@ identity on LAY+3 and JF116 is 

what looks like a trace of spur from @imak r. foot of first A in | 
ASSAY. This shows on the photograph but I have not examined the coin 
JFLL6 end it may coneeivably be only a nkeke | 


(7) This proof is from drastically lapped dies; letters thinner than 
usual, Obv, LIBERTY thin end distorted, the reoutting on B phainer 
than vsual. @uux Feathers below shield bold. Weak left top of Ry 
weak but present trace of left base of E in TWENTY, lapping at max 
900 THO, die file marks (?) at neck, few light die file marks (pla 
than usual) above % toperfeet arossbars to A's similar to narro 
900 obv. Rev. Usual hub, extra outlines at bases UN and AY, r. stroke 
¥ missing, outlines at OF (FICE) end LD, above CAL and arounc 2303 
base of G and left part of triangle of A in CALIF missing. table dent 
below F as on * coins. 


(8) Obv. Jump on r. top of N of UNITED, Die file marks above NITE. 
(These may have been in the hub from original matrix.) Die serateh 
through middle of TH, Reevtting on A in STATES. Imperfection on Re 
Rev. No wmmw circumferential cracks. Crack through bases of BS, anothe 
fainter through middle of ALIF slanting up. : 


(9) Oove Faint die scratches, no reeuttinge or lump; normal. 
of veeusting on lower part of curve of D. Fain’ eurved erack, ti 
C of SCO up to center of base of L, but no lum or spur at first 
o@ other parts of circumferential cracks. 4 | 


(10) outlines at very bases of UN and atopaAE of STATES, left of 0 in 
OFFICE, top of © in CALIFOR™IAs no eracks, F normal, Y thins Obvs ds 
normals faint die file marks over T only; R normal, crossbay of first 
A i> AMBRICA a little weak, second A normal. oe | os 
: \. 
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(11) Normal obve, but shewing part of 1. base of E in TWENTY (not 
Visibie on photo of E°N3)3 die file marks faintly over NIT; crossbars 
of A's about normals; R normal. Rev. ¥ incomplete, r. stroke broken 
away from center; cutlines at part of base of U and left base only of 
NW; light line joins tops of TA (is this an artifact?); outhine at lower 
left of O in OFFICHg and r.top of C in CALIF&, base of that € thin, 
other Letters without oxtra outlines. Crossbar of F in FRANCISCO : 
appears to slant dow (artifect?). The dent below F in frame line of 
tablet ig not in the same position as the controversial dent and is 
presumablyY something suffered by the coin itself, 


(12) Obv. The part of 8 above O looks angular. Exceedingly faint die 
file marl:s above NIT, stronger cnes at neck, base of Ein TWENTY — | 
faintly present, Rrormal, crossbars normal, Rev. Unusually few ouBlines 
to lettcrs. ¥ elear and normal. Trace of what may be reeutting on 1 
of date; siight outline top o@ C in CALIF. The nick Below F is ob- | 
viously an artifact, suffered by the coin itself, 


(13) Obv. Soft slightly Sounded tops of serifs of UN and some other 
letters. Dent on I of UNITED near top, this dent varying slightly in 
intensity and location (7!). Later states only have rust mark ato 

Fo of UNITED. Trace of & above O open at top. Small diagonal ae 
at ry. foot final A always present to some degree. Early impressions 
show three rust marks in field, vertical, just 1. of ribbon above L_ 
and a fourth, nearly horizontal, below rfp on at extreme left. Small 
round inevse mark in field almost midway betwem final A and period, 
Rim nick above final & $ always minutely presente Rev. Group & Vs: 

no chip at T of UNITHR, no cracks; ¥ slight&y broken; top of D in 
UNITED breken; sprx from r, side of N in UNITED, 2/3 of way to twp; 
controversial nick in frame line below F, another shallower one below 
N, ot ex smaller ones at r. top; die obvious ly much lapped | 


(i) Obv, Normal, Top of 8 above @ open, Scroll at lower beak weak, 
Crossbars normal. Upper serif of E in AMERICA gore, R normal, E in 
TWENTY Has microscopic trace left base, Faint trace of die serafehes 
at neck, plain die defect at junction neck & shoulder, microscopic 
traces die file marks cver NIT, feathers below Shield exceptionally 
strong. Rev. With chip at @ f, plain circumferential breaks at Pe, 
faint traces of them at left, Y noBmal but restroke thin, FP of 
FRANCISCO has heavy crossbar, microscopic traces outlines base of U 
and tep of G only; hes CONTROVERSIA!. BREAK IN DEMTICLES AT 3230 (and 
heirline erack from them to encine turning, not seen elsewhere); 
CONTROVERSIAL BENT BELOW F, 


(15) obv, Always with rust mark on E of UNIT@. Feathers below shield 
weaker. Rey. Groups VII and following: No spu® on Wrwiww? r. stroke of 
N of UITED, but spur rightwards from lower part of lef% upright of 
sane N. Chip at @ Pas usvale Dent on frame above E of UNITED. 
lump atop vertex of first A in ASSKYX demtoam and this is a arta te | 
not part of the "circumferential" break. Det on r. stroke of A just 
above middle. Dent on frame above lefi arm of X¥, Almost horizontal | 
seratch between C of OFFICE and F belo. ¥ intact, r. ara thin; D 
intact; jamwx circumferential break from AS to L to © below; controe 
versial dent below B ani similar shallowe® one below Ny; controver~ 

sial break at denticles at 3:30, not as prominent as in previously 
deseribed reverses; from 12:00 bo about 7330 denticles are mostly 


separate and at top and bottom the outerhost line of engineturning 
is vory thin, indicating basining or lapping. 
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(16) Identity as€ from controversial dies can ke questioned but on 
I believe insufficient grounds. Obv. shows the earmarks described | 
in (13) though the dent is 16wer than usual, only Slightly above a, 
eenter of Is rustmark atop E of UNITED nearly invisible (arbifact : 
of striking’); three veriical gustmarks left of ingl 8 present, 


fourth not visible (artifact?); rim dent above fingl S present} 
scroll not as well defined as usvals outer edges of letters better 
defined than usual (different press used in striking?); ineuse 
mark ry. of final A not og paver ee, mark at foob of final 

A less strong than usual (artifact?); relief details better defined 
and in general the die looks less worn down. Rev. As in (15), 


“134 The presente of at least two and peabety ly three doubhe | 
Struck mint error examples traceable ato Franklin, known to b 6 a | 
cohlector of gold mint errors, is suspicious mt {nsuffietent to | 
condemn the coins automaticaliy, Note that there are no centering | 
errors and no blundered dies and that the doub&e striking on one | 
piece looks like typical die chatter, on the other a clear instanes 
of erroneousk initial die alignment, The latter is known for two | 
or three 1887 proof three-dollar gold pieces, one of which is in 
the collection of Leo A. Young, the other having been in ongagft 
the Lester Merkin auctions. My own evaluation is that these/7aoiné 
Were regularly struck before the dies were repolished, wherever If \ | 
S under peer snd —— either of the strikings occurred. | 

omPare ‘paragraph 7 above. 

i Dies so nearly identical to each other as the two "con+ | | 
trovérsial” reverses must have been hubbed from a prototype common | 
to both, whether that prototype was a working hub, some other in-— 
termediate state, or a regular coin. The process of nt die | | 
in any metal, ever modern steels, invariably entails not only loas— 
of detail put ST eee loss of detail because the resul$s are 
eopics of copfes, shrirkace beeause of finite thickness of se arating 
mediums oeaaree ing ‘as_a method of die production here ean also, ie 
excluded as,dies suitable to striké, in normal depth of impressi 7 
coins of this side would not stand tne 150 plus tons of foree ree ' 

wired per coins and there is no shrinkage detectable to me. T «J 
saves only hubbing. TI have seen pieces manufactured by this pr 
cess and my tentative conelusion is that the maker of the present 
controversial coins had equipment fully comparable to that of the 
mid 19th ¢entury Philadelphia or USA9G mintsg no ordinary maching/~\ 
enep could serene coins of this degree of relief sharpness, Of | 
$ more Or. | 


H | 

415%. Gaim The "controversial" dent on frame line of tablet \S, 
below Fy together with the other marks found on the two reVerses 
of the “controversial” coins, described under (13) and (15) above 
of paragraph 12, establish satisfactorily that the incuse mark: 
in question are not injuries to the coins, and were instead ingmpkes 
to the hub from which the & working dies were made. Eric Newman 
Justly asks why these do not show on other non-* coins, and the 
reply is found in the pieces numbered II-3 (note (3) of para. 12), 
TV-1 and VI~l, none of which have * origin} Relief marks such as 
the break in denticles at 3:30 on rev., found also on both mmx * and 
non-* coins, wovld —_— to a injeries not to the working 
dies but instead to the original dies Semm or rather matrices from 
which the working hubs had been made. Gompare paragraph 11 above. 
It is, nevertheless, incOrrect to assume (as does Eric) that any 
normal non=* coin oh eon the frame dent Below F is goin a the 


prototype from which copg dies had been made to produce Ene re 
* reverses; for then both reverses would show the various post- 


| 


ee 
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striking nieks, dents, chips, O%Ge, commonly found on large gold 
coins meant for eireulation there are different patterns bee 
tween the two * reverses and thax for example Viel, 


16, We are now in a position to 6Xamine more detailedly the 
conclusions presented by Eric Newman in the earliermentioned INQUIRY, 
Pave references herecforward will be to that document. 


17. pets Whatever the orisin of the * coins, whether they were 
deseribed in advertisements as "proofs" or “prooflike" is i not 
relevant to their genuineness, The ey that all * coins vere 
from a dics eharacterized by a spur on r. upright of W in UNITE 
is now known to be in error but even this error does not he 
origin of the coins. 


18. ight The reference to the caution in the 1966 Guidebook 


profa and is in any event incompetent, 
irrelevant and i materia $ 7. in any attempt to establish genvinee 
ness or falsity of the * coins. 


196 Peds Were the matter to come to court, it would a pookitihe 

to establish, despite the ruling of the General COunsel of the 

Treasury Department, that USAOG coins are in fact United States 
provisional official issues, made under supervision of an _— 
ted official (Humbert) in the nane of the government (nete 

issuing authority designation of UNITED STATES OF AMERICA on ObVe, 
something never found on private territorial coinages), from dies 
ereated by processes and intermediate hardware stages belong ing to 

and in custody of the government. In the Natiomal Archives is 

a large file of official correspondence between the USA0G and 

the Director of the Mint, exactly es though USA0G were a functioning 
official branch mint even to the forms used for monthly reports of 

a rss wen oa (meltings, ingots and eoins made and issued), The | 
only reason, so far as I have been able to find out, that USAOG | 
was not eal tea an official branch mint was that Humbert was unable 
to locate oceres acids in quantity rong | yf to part gold and 
silver inte the 900 fineness and not over roportion of 
Silver in gold set by Act of 1837 as rR for U.S.gold coins, 
Nitric aeid was go hazardous to take overland that it could come 
only rarely and in small quantities; and eaptains refused to accept 
it for ship cargoes rovnd the Horn, The Seeret Service's refusal 
to investigate the matter is based o ignorance and equentiahly 
constitutes a brushoff,. 


20. pebs The claim is made that coins EPN *5, *7, *14, *16, 
1s@, V2, V-3, Vil~l and V-4+, have artificially produced proof. 
surfaces nade after striking. Examination of ee rome 
¥ coins does not bear out this clain,. 


Le pe6: The “rice shaped raised lump under r. arn of Tf i 
— is not in the working dies, It is found in *\and non-* 
coins, and appears to have mbeen in every intermediate stage. As 
it is "also found on USAOG experimental and ee Lewes in other 
metals Wing onay the tablet and not eng turni See source 
is rag? By clear y @ much earlier stage than a ‘working | 


22. pebs The diagonah scrateh at final A is me 
wwitien ng in the working die. If the similar hor 

effaced J. die lapping) mark at final A on IV+l is | 
same, something I cannot ascertain for certain from aval. 


ostly 
fact, the 


| 
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photographs (the coin not having been made available for study), 
then ¢learly this mark must have itself come from an earlier stage, 
to be transmitted to sone working dies, Were it on the hub it 
eould not have been polished off; ms and had it Been inflicted onto 
the hub it would have been ate pag igen raised on working ge * agp 


ineuge on eoin. So most probably would Ghen have been on t 
tatrix, probably infhicted after most of thew working hubs had 
been made from it. This point is at present moot, and its absence 
does not materially affect the line of reasoning here developing. 


23. De7t kWe have already seen that the dent on I of WIT 
could have oceurred in the hub. Evidence that this in fact happened 
is provided by coin VI~-1l, which see. Existence of the same dent 
on different working dies requires that it have been inflicted on 
the hub or on sone ear’ier stage such as & matrix. Eric's "The dent 
is not found on other coins" is in error. 


2. po7s The remainder of Eric's argument on this page is pure 
chaos. Erie argues #from the "clreumferential" breaks that one 
and the game working die was used. We have already seen that this 
is not trve and that notes (13) and (15)\to paragraph 12 above 
describe the two working reverse dies fully. “Identical die breaks 
cannot oecur on different dies" says Ericeeif the breaks are in 
the working dies; but if a erack o@@urred in a matrix it would | 
show up on several working hubs made therefrom and in turn on all 
working dies sunk from those hubs. This is in facet the case and 
mus VII, VIIl, & 


the coins me IV~3, note (9), and ali in mouy 

show various states of the cracks thouch obviously different working 
dies are demonstrab’e. As this argument is crucial to Eric's 
theory, demolition of it is fatal to his argument, and his con- 
clusion rests on Insufficient premisses, \: 


25. oO: The reference to the 170-reed eollay as evidence of 
different origin am merits onhy the old Seottish verdict of “not 
proven." Four different edge collars were used on, 1837 halfdollars, 
Broad mill and narrow mill half ogeles of 1840, all four mints, 
have different edge collars. 1876 GC 25¢ piecos have 119 or 153 
reeds, Dovble eagles made in San Franefiseo-~and in Philadelphia-- 
show varying e@ge counts. The existence of coin Ixl with 150 aces 
reeds makes imperative a recount of edge reeds on normal Humber 
and USAOG twerties to find out how many collars were in fact used. 
It does not automatically follow that only mwone could have been 
used during a mintage of over 24 million twenties in one year, 


2S=9s \ 

oe The spiral lines on coin EPN *6 (VII-2) seem to me to 
represent a tempest in a teacup. Eric claims that a lathe on which 
such a spiral could be turned on a planehet did not exist in 1853. 
T have seen (in John Ford's possession) a pamphiet of earlier date 
alluding to and picturing such a lathe. I have seen phokographs 
of the Contamin reducing lathe (1817+35) which is far more sophir~ 
ticated as hardware. Uncirevlated large cents of 1802-03 often 
show oh obv. raised device parts of a still tighter spiral, from 
residual lathework on the die blank when it had been turned to 4 
conical end before — sunk by the relief device pimcheon, However, 
the spirals are on the blank, not in the die, damage vod the 
185% ("1851") pattern or @xperimental German-silver Liberty Seated 
eents, Adams-Woodin 145 through, J ghow similar spiral marks ané 
the obv. device is kmown to haye been produced through Contemin 
reducing lathe from a silver dollar, ; gee 
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—-« Fe Pe9: Eric says that or ig diffraction studies were ordered 
for % coins EPN 2, 3, 4, *5, *6 and *7 and that the films have 
been interpreted to mean that his numbers *5 and *7 (V-2, V+3) are 
on east blanks, *6 on a rolled draw machine@ blank (VII~2), sug- 
fessing abnormal source. This is not impossible. However, cast 
lanks would have been easy to manufacture experimentally at a 
period before adequate rollers could be made. If the X-ray dif~- 
fraction patterns for any of the * coins well match those for the 
non-*, that is @ in fact a good argument that they were made not 
only from blanks rolled from ingots and eutstx from strip but from 
blanks having very similar physical D seg ayy =p oo page a sim- 
ilar source, Eric did not specify that the diffraction patterns | 
of *§ differed greatly fro# those of “control" non-* coins. 


28. p.l0: Eric's argumert here, summarized as follows: 
some * coins have both tablet dent beléw F and circumferential break, 
some * coins have dent but no break, : 
some none* coins have break, | 
no non-* eoins have dent, | " | 
points to an apparent contradiction. The existence of two different 
reYerse dies, described as (13) and (15) of paragraph 12, in the * 
coins, accounts for the rade ac yg | the existence of the dent on 
some non~* pieces including IV-1 and Viel destroys this argument of 
Eric's and is fully accounted for by the hypothesis of a hub injury. 


29. pel0: Which in turn destroys Eric's paragraph beginning 
"This ig conclusive evidence." It is thus not proven that the 
* coirs are from false dies. Refutation of Eric's ar t is not 
sufficient to prove that the coins are genuine; positive evidence 
is needed # and it is not as yet available. 


30. pells EPM *24, *25 showing raised 50 in place of raised 
TWENTY (lead trialpieces) is, if anything, confirmatory evidence 
that many working obverses were made from a hub. They have the 
dent on I of UNITED bet no dia 1 line at re foot of final A is 


visible. This if anything confirms that the eontroversial dent is 
in the hub. 


m 31. We have already refuted Eric's claim that false dies were 
ist to make these coins. We must still con@iderm& the possibility 
mat the dies were produced by transfer (hubbing). If the proto- 
type were a coin, it would have to be a proof and it is not now 
identified; moreover this would not acannt for two reverse dies 
differing solely in minute details as $# (13) and (19) paragraph 22. 
But we need not ass ie that the dies were so produced, even aside 
from the fact that diea so hubbed invariably req sre much hand 
finishing to restore lost details. This being admitted, the hypo} 
thetical material on p. 13 seq. becomes igrelevant. The evi-+- 
dence, though far from conclusive, now suggests that the dies from 
vhieh the * coins were made were Instead produced by hubbing from 
an original prototype hub. ok 


he | 
32. We have not yet considered the possibi sig By the dies 
night have been made from genuine old puncheons, hubs, matrices, 
ete., recovered from descendants of the origina& eoiners, either 
on behalf of S.K.Nagy or on behalf of Franklin. Nagy's few pic 
gold forgeries are not of this Rae The maker of the “Va 
copies had no access to original todla@ or punches. The, 

the present coins appears to have. But he also must have had 
ready and cheap access to a machine shop with expensive rolling 
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| Similar to USAOG and the Phila. Mint. 

and blankeeutting equipment,/ Whethep the bullion and the molecular 
structures produced therein by fabrication into coins are consistent 
between * and non=-* coins is not as yet possibhe to say owing to 

by of many * coins for laboratory testing. This repe 
resents jinuing lacuna fm the network of evidence req ;red for 
a definite decisionm as to whether the * coins originated in the 
USAOG at San Francisco, the Philadelphia Mint, S.K Nagy, Chapman 
Bros, or some other early 20th century dealer, @ Pai Franklin. 


33. Also lacking is an acceptable basis for guessing at the 

order of manufacture. The groufe numbered I to IX above are at | 
most guesses, of course, the * coims being inserted where apparently 
appropriate as thourh genuine though natur without comn’ tment 
to any sugh position. Though the negative evidence produced by 
Eric has been destroyed, the origin of the coins remains moot, 
Evidence tending to stbstantiate claims of theirgenuineness has 
as a starting point the lines of reasoning leading to the con- 
clusion that t * coims were from working dies produced from 
wend the same working huts mtkk used 80 produce working @ies 
for reeular circulating USAOG twenties. The present pieces dif+ 
fer slightly in weight; if they were experiments of any kind, | 
weight differences might have beer deliberate (for identification) 
or accidental from a small melt being used. I incline slightly 
towards the former view but am open to convineing. I am not ny 
réady to authenticate them as unequivocally genuine, in the at 
sence of x-ray and other evidence, but I am convinced to the best 
of my knowledge and belief as a qualified exper’ on minting tech- 
niques that they were not produced by any such means as Eric 
Newman has outlined in his INQUIRY. The coins, though still 
sub judice, afford a reasonable doubt of any claim of falsity. 
Sugh reasonable doubt would be entirely sufficieit to exonerate 
@ prisoner in m court and avert or estop a ver@idt of guilty. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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